Parks and protected areas are increasingly popular for outdoor recreation and tourism. For example, there were nearly 300 million visits to U.S. national parks
in 2009, and this is indicative of demand for parks and protected areas around the world (National Park Service 2010). However, recreational use can cause impacts to park resources in the form of soil compaction and erosion, trampling of vegetation, water pollution, and wildlife disturbance, and can also degrade the quality of the visitor experience through crowding, conflicting uses, and aesthetic implications of resource impacts (Hammitt and Cole 1998; Manning 1999) . How much recreational use can be accommodated in parks and protected areas before there is an unacceptable impact on park resources and the quality of the visitor experience?
A number of contemporary management frameworks have been developed to help address the inherent and increasingly urgent issue of use versus protection of parks and protected areas (Graefe, Kuss, and Vaske 1990; Manning 2001; National Park Service 1997; Stankey et al. 1985) . All of these frameworks rely on the formulation of indicators and standards of quality for park resources and the visitor experience. Indicators of quality are measurable, manageable variables that are used to help define management objectives, and standards of quality specify the minimum acceptable condition of indicator variables (Manning 2007) . After indicators and standards of quality have been formulated, indicators are monitored and management actions taken to ensure that standards of quality are maintained.
A Normative Approach
The most challenging component of the management frameworks outlined above is the formulation of quality standards. How much impact to park resources and the quality of the visitor experience is acceptable? Or, more positively, what are the minimum acceptable environmental and experiential conditions in parks and related areas? The formulation of standards of quality can be guided by normative theory and related empirical methods. Norms are a theoretical construct that have a long tradition and are widely used in the discipline of sociology and the social sciences more broadly. As the word suggests, norms represent what is considered "normal" or generally accepted within a cultural context. In a more technical sense, norms are cultural rules that guide behavior. Moreover, such behavior is a function of a sense of obligation to abide by the norm and a belief that sanctions (rewards or punishments) may be forthcoming, depending on whether or not norms are followed (Grasmick et al. 1993; Heywood 2002; Vaske and Whittaker 2004) . It is this sense of obligation and associated sanctions that make norms different from, and potentially more powerful than, attitudes. Attitudes are positive or negative evaluations of behavior, while norms define what behavior should be. Sanctions associated with norms can range from informal and internally imposed (e.g., feeling good or guilty) to formal and externally imposed (e.g., public recognition or being publicly ostracized). When norms apply to behaviors that are important to society and for which there is wide agreement, they can ultimately be codified into administrative rules and regulations, public policy, or even law.
One branch of normative theory and methods-structural characteristics models-has special application to park management and formulation of standards of quality in particular (Vaske and Whittaker 2004) . This work has been based largely on development of the return potential model (Jackson 1965) . In the context of park management, this model works by asking survey respondents (e.g., park visitors, residents of surrounding communities, the general public) to evaluate the acceptability (or other evaluative dimension, as discussed later in this article) of a range of recreation-related impacts to park resources or the quality of the visitor experience. The resulting data are generally graphed so that impacts are displayed on the horizontal axis and evaluations are displayed on the vertical axis. The resulting line connecting the evaluation scores is often called an impact acceptability curve or simply a norm curve. A hypothetical norm curve is shown in Figure 1 . In this case, a sample of park visitors might have been asked to rate the acceptability (using a nine-point response scale) of encountering a range of other groups per day while hiking along a park trail. Structural characteristics models of norms can be especially useful in helping to formulate standards of quality for parks and protected areas. If park visitors or other interest groups have shared norms for the condition of park resources and/ or the visitor experience, then such norms can be studied and used as a basis for formulating standards of quality. In this way, sociological research can help inform park management. This approach to a normative theory and methods has been increasingly applied to parks and protected areas (Jacobi and Manning 1999; Manning 1997; Manning et al. 1998; Manning, Ballinger et al. 1996; Shelby and Heberlein 1986; Shelby, Vaske, and Harris, 1988; Vaske et al. 1986; Vaske, Donnelly, and Petruzzi 1996; Whittaker and Shelby 1988; Williams, Roggenbuck, and Bange 1991) . This work has also been extended to other applied areas of environmental and natural resources management, including wildlife management (Whittaker 1997; Zinn et al. 1998) , management of forest fires (Kneeshaw et al. 2004) , and water resource management (Shelby and Whittaker 1995) .
The application of normative theory and methods to parks and natural resources management more broadly involves the extension of normative theory and methods as originally conceived Shelby and Vaske 1991; Vaske and Whittaker 2004) . Many of these applications address resource and social conditions, not behavior. Moreover, unlike behavior, resource and social conditions do not appear to be subject to sanctions, nor do they entail an explicit notion of obligation on the part of individuals. However, visitor-caused impacts to park resources and the quality of the recreation experience are a direct consequence of visitor behavior. Moreover, the decision to manage such impacts in relation to socially acceptable levels represents institutional behavior of management agencies such as the U.S. National Park Service. These agencies have an obligation to manage parks and related areas to meet the needs of society, and these agencies are ultimately subject to sanctions (e.g., public disapproval, legal challenge) if they are perceived to fail to live up to this obligation.
Measuring Norms
As outlined earlier, the hypothetical norm curve illustrated in Figure 1 is derived from a series of questions that might ask respondents to judge the acceptability of meeting a range of other groups along a trail in a day. The norm curve is constructed from the mean (or median) acceptability ratings for the sample as a whole and can simply connect these points with a series of straight lines or, as represented in the illustration, can be a regression line, which serves to interpolate between points and "smooth" the curve. A "real" norm curve is shown in Figure 2 . In this example, a representative sample of ninety-one wilderness hikers (a mail-back survey of visitors who received a permit for an overnight hike in the summer and fall of 2003) in Zion National Park, Utah, were asked to rate the acceptability (on a nine-point response scale) of encountering between zero and sixteen groups of hikers per day along park trails. Average (mean) acceptability ratings were used to construct the resulting norm curve.
Norm curves have several potentially important features or characteristics that can contribute to their interpretation and usefulness, as illustrated in Figure 1 . First, all points along the curve above the neutral point on the acceptability scale-the point on the vertical axis where aggregate evaluation ratings fall out of the acceptable range and into the unacceptable range-define the range of acceptable conditions. All of the conditions represented in this range are judged to meet some aggregate level of acceptability. The preferred condition is defined by the highest point on the norm curve. This is the condition that received the highest rating of acceptability from the sample as a whole. The minimum acceptable condition is defined as the point at which the norm curve crosses the neutral point of the acceptability scale. This is the point at which aggregate ratings of the condition of the indicator variable fall out of the acceptable range and into the unacceptable range. Norm intensity or norm salience-the strength of respondents' feelings about the importance of a potential indicator-is suggested by the amplitude of the curve or the distance of the norm curve above and below the neutral point of the evaluation scale. The greater this distance, the more strongly respondents feel about the indicator or the condition being measured. High measures of norm intensity or salience suggest that a variable may be a good indicator because respondents feel it is important in defining the quality of park resources or the recreation experience. Crystallization of the norm concerns the amount of agreement or consensus about the norm. It is usually measured by standard deviations or other measures of variance of the points that describe the norm curve. The less variance or dispersion of data about those points, the more consensus there is about social norms.
Norms can also be measured using a shorter, open-ended question format by asking respondents to report the maximum level of impact that is acceptable or preferable. (A number of evaluative dimensions might be used in normative questions, and this issue is discussed below.) This open-ended question format is designed to be less burdensome to respondents, but it also yields less information. Alternative question formats for measuring norms are addressed more fully later in this article.
Theoretical and Methodological Issues
A growing body of literature has emerged on applications of normative theory and methods to standards of quality for parks and protected areas. This work has raised and addressed a number of theoretical and methodological issues.
Norm Prevalence
Research has found that most respondents are able to report or specify a normative standard for most indicator variables included in most studies (Donnelly et al. 2000) . This issue is sometimes referred to as norm prevalence (Kim and Shelby 1998) . For example, 87 percent of canoeists in the Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness, Minnesota, reported a norm for the maximum acceptable number of other parties seen per day on the lake or river where they spent the most time (Lewis, Lime, and Anderson 1996) . A comparative analysis of data from more than fifty study contexts found that norm prevalence (the proportion of respondents who reported a normative standard) averaged 70 percent (Donnelly et al. 2000) . Norm prevalence was highest in the context of wilderness or backcountry (as opposed to frontcountry) settings and for encounters among visitors that included some element of conflict (e.g., canoeists and motorboaters).
Norm Salience
Several studies have focused attention on the issue of norm salience. Early in this article salience was defined as the importance of potential indicators in determining the quality of park resources or the recreation experience. The issue of salience may help explain why some respondents do not report personal norms (Donnelly et al. 2000; Shelby, Vaske, and Donnelly 1996) . When relatively large percentages of respondents do not report norms, it may be that the indicator or impact under study is not important in determining the quality of park resources or the recreation experience. For example, relatively low numbers of floaters on the New River, West Virginia, reported norms for encounter-related indicators when compared with other river recreation studies . However, the New River is a relatively high-use area and encounter-related indicators may be less important or salient in this context. A closely related issue concerns how indicators or impacts are manifested and ultimately perceived by park visitors. Measurement of recreation-related norms should focus as directly as possible on impacts that are relevant to visitors. In this way, visitors are more likely to be able to report norms, norms are likely to be more highly crystallized, and management will be focused more directly on issues of concern to visitors. For example, in the New River study noted earlier, a higher percentage of respondents reported a norm for waiting time to run rapids (while other boats took their turn) than for number of other boats seen . In relatively high-use areas, use levels may be perceived or manifested differently than in relatively low-use areas. Several studies have explored alternative expressions of use-related indicators, including physical proximity of anglers along streams (Martinson and Shelby 1992) , the number of people at one time at destination or attraction sites (Manning et al. 1995 , Manning, Ballinger et al. 1996 Manning, Lime, and McMonagle 1995; Vaske, Donnelly, and Petruzzi 1996) , persons per viewscape along trails (Manning, Valliere, and Jacobi 1997) , and waiting times for essential services (Kim and Shelby 1998) . In all of these cases, level of use is important in a generic sense, but how level of use is manifested to visitors as an impact that degrades the park experience varies by context. It is important that researchers and managers focus on impacts that are salient to visitors, especially when addressing the experiential component of park management.
Alternative Evaluative Dimensions
Studies of park and recreation-related norms have used a variety of evaluative dimensions in constructing response scales. The example of a norm curve illustrated in Figure 1 uses the evaluative dimension of acceptability, a commonly used response scale. However, other evaluative dimensions can and have been used, including preference (the condition that respondents prefer absent any other considerations), displacement (the point at which impacts are evaluated so negatively that respondents would choose not to visit the site again), and management action (the point at which impacts are evaluated so negatively that respondents would support restrictions on visitor use to ensure that conditions do not deteriorate further) (Manning et al. 1999; Manning, Valliere, and Jacobi 1997) . These alternative evaluative dimensions have substantially different meanings and usually result in significantly different norms. Several studies have included measures of both preferred (or "ideal") conditions and acceptable (or "maximum" or "tolerable") conditions (Hammitt and Rutlin 1995; Manning et al., 1999; Manning, Valliere, and Jacobi 1997; Watson 1995; Young, Williams, and Roggenbuck 1991) . In all cases, preferred conditions for encounter-related variables are substantially lower than-less than half of-acceptable conditions. The literature on norm theory described at the beginning of this article has suggested that norm measurement questions adopt more explicitly normative concepts and terminology, including the condition that managers "should" maintain (Heywood 1996 ). An initial test of this concept found that it yielded significantly higher encounter-related norms than the evaluative dimension of acceptability (Manning et al. 1999; Manning, Valliere, and Jacobi 1997) . None of the evaluative dimensions described earlier may be more "valid" than any others, but researchers and managers should be conscious of this issue and exercise appropriate care and caution in interpreting and applying study findings.
Question and Response Formats
Studies of park and recreation-related norms have also used alternative questionand-response formats. Early in this article it was noted that norms are sometimes measured using a "long" format whereby respondents are asked to evaluate a range of conditions of indicator variables. A "short" version of this question has also been employed whereby respondents are asked to specify the maximum acceptable level of impact. Only one study has used both question formats, and this found that the short-question format yielded a slightly lower encounter-related norm (Manning et al. 1999; Manning, Valliere, and Jacobi 1997) .
Several studies have explored the range of response options that might be included in norm measurement questions (Donnelly et al. 2000; Hall, Shelby, and Rolloff 1996; . In particular, these studies have addressed the issue of whether respondents should be presented with an option that the indicator is important to them but that they cannot specify a maximum amount of impact that is acceptable. The principal argument in favor of this option suggests that respondents should not be "forced" into reporting a norm in which they have little confidence. The principal arguments against this option are that it may simply present some respondents a convenient way to avoid a potentially difficult (yet relevant) question, and when respondents select this option it yields little information that is useful in informing a standard. Empirical tests directed at this issue found that respondents who chose this option were more like respondents who reported a norm (with respect to reactions to impacts and attitudes toward management) than those who reported that the indicator was not important to them . Moreover, use of this response option did not affect the value of the norm derived, though it did affect the variance or crystallization of the norm (Hall, Shelby, and Rolloff 1996) . These tests have also found that providing this response option generally lowers the percentage of respondents who report a normative standard (Donnelly et al. 2000) .
Norm Congruence and Validity
As research on park-and recreation-related norms has matured, attention has focused on the issue of norm congruence, sometimes called norm-impact compatibility, and related issues of validity (Shelby and Vaske 1991) . This issue concerns the extent to which respondents evaluate relevant aspects of the recreation experience and/or behave in keeping with their normative standards. If recreation norms are to be used in formulating standards of quality, then research on norm congruence is important to test the internal consistency or validity of such norms. A number of FALL 2010 19 studies have addressed this issue across a variety of activities, indicator variables, and areas (Hammitt and Patterson 1991; Hammitt and Rutlin 1995; Lewis, Lime, and Anderson 1996; Manning, Johnson, and Vande Kamp 1996; Patterson and Hammitt 1990; Ruddell and Gramann 1994; Vaske et al. 1986; Vaske, Donnelly, and Petruzzi 1996; Williams, Roggenbuck, and Bange 1991) . Nearly all have found support for the concept of norm congruence; that is, when conditions are experienced that violate visitor norms, respondents tend to judge such conditions as less acceptable (e.g., more crowded or degraded) and adopt behaviors to avoid such conditions (e.g., leave the park earlier than planned).
Norm Crystallization
Crystallization of norms is an important research and management issue. As noted earlier, crystallization refers to the level of agreement or consensus about social norms. The more agreement about norms, the more confidence managers might have in using such data to formulate standards of quality. Most norm-related studies have reported some measure of crystallization. Standard deviations of norms are used most frequently, but coefficients of variation and semi-interquartile ranges have also been recommended to allow comparisons across variables that use different response scales and to reduce the effects of extreme values .
More recently, Van der Eijk's measure of agreement (A) has been recommended to address crystallization of norms because it does not suffer from the inconsistencies of the above measures and because its theoretical value of -1 to +1 can be interpreted intuitively (Krymkowski, Manning, and Valliere 2009) . In a comparative analysis, this statistic was applied to 1,151 normative questions administered in eighteen U.S. national parks. Findings suggest a relatively high level of crystallization or agreement about norms with Van der Eijk's A averaging 0.53.
Effect of Existing Conditions
Research has examined the relationship between norms and the conditions that are experienced in parks by visitors. This issue is potentially important because if visitors' normative standards are shaped primarily by existing park conditions (i.e., the current condition of park resources and experiences), then visitors might simply evaluate whatever sets of resource and social conditions they experience as acceptable Stewart and Cole 2001, 2003) . This could lead to a downward spiral in resource or social conditions. A test of this relationship was conducted in a comparative analysis using data collected from studies of visitor-based normative standards for fifty-six resource and social indicators in eleven national parks (Laven, Manning, and Krymkowski 2005) . In all these studies, normative standards of visitors for selected resource and social indicators were measured, and this was followed by questions that asked respondents to report the condition of these indicator variables that was experienced in the park. Study findings suggest that there is generally little to no relationship between normative standards and existing conditions: of the 214 statistical tests (contingency coefficients) conducted, 128 (59.8 percent) found no statistically significant relationship. Of the remaining 86 statistically significant relationships, only 11 were classified as "strong." This suggests that normative standards of park visitors are generally derived independently of existing conditions.
Visual Research Methods
Normative research relies on an effective means of communication between researchers and respondents. For example, researchers may wish to present a range of visitor-caused impacts (such as increasing levels of use, increasing levels of trail impacts) to respondents for their evaluation, or respondents may simply be asked to report the minimum social and environmental conditions they find acceptable in parks and related areas. In many cases, this communication can be conducted in conventional numerical or narrative formats. For example, in parks where visitoruse levels are low, it may be reasonable to ask respondents to report the maximum number of other hiking groups per day it would be acceptable to see along trails. However, where use levels are relatively high, or when the impacts of visitor use are more complex and can be verbally described only in technical terms (e.g., level of trail erosion), visual approaches may be useful.
Visual simulations constructed by using computer-based photo-editing programs offer a potentially important research approach that can be applied to measuring standards of quality for parks and related areas, and they offer several potential advantages to narrative/numerical descriptions of certain park and outdoor recreation conditions (Manning and Freimund 2004) . For example, visually based studies can provide pertinent information to respondents that would be difficult or awkward to communicate through conventional narrative/numerical approaches. For instance, in visual studies of crowding, all respondents see not only the same number of visitors encountered but also potentially important characteristics of those encountered, including recreation activity engaged in, mode of travel, and group size. This is potentially important because perceived crowding has been found to be mediated by such variables (Manning 1986 (Manning , 1999 Manning et al. 2000) . In more conventional narrative/numerical approaches, respondents may have to make assumptions about such characteristics and these assumptions are likely to vary among respondents. Visual research methods also focus directly and exclusively on the variables under study. For example, in visual studies of crowding, the number and type of visitors encountered is the only "treatment" allowed to vary. Visual research methods can be especially useful in studying standards of quality for indicator variables that are difficult or awkward to describe in narrative/numerical terms. For example, visual images of trail and campsite impacts may represent a more powerful and elegant means of communication with respondents than detailed and technical narrative descriptions. Finally, visual images can be edited to present conditions that are difficult to find in the field or that do not currently exist. For example, visual studies of crowding and resource impacts have incorporated images of conditions that do not now exist but will occur in the future as a function of continuing use trends.
Visual simulations have been used increasingly in normative research. For example, in a study at Arches National Park, Utah, visitors to Delicate Arch were asked to rate the acceptability of sixteen computer-edited photographs of a range of use levels at the site . Representative photographs are shown in Figure 3 . The norm curve derived from resulting data found that aggregate ratings of acceptability fell out of the acceptable range (i.e., crossed the neutral or "0" point on the acceptability scale) at about thirty people at one time. Respondents were also asked to report in an open-ended manner the maximum acceptable number of people at one time at Delicate Arch and the average number was seventeen, substantially fewer than the findings of thirty people at one time derived from the visual simulations. It was hypothesized that the "numerical" approach may be less valid than the approach employing visual simulations because it draws conscious and explicit attention of respondents to each person "encountered." Alternatively, the approach using visual simulations allows for some people "encountered" in the photos-people who are perceived to be substantially "like" the respondent in terms of recreation activity, group size, and other relevant characteristics-to be processed more subconsciously. In this way, visual simulations may lead to more valid estimates of social crowding norms.
Norm Stability
The stability of park and recreation norms over time has received little research attention but may become increasingly important. Do norms change or evolve over time? If so, should such changes be incorporated into how parks and related areas are managed? The first question is an empirical issue, while the second is more philosophical. The few studies that have addressed the stability of norms over time have generated mixed or inconclusive results. Studies covering the longest period of time (twenty-two years) were applied to the wilderness portion of Denali National Park, Alaska (Bacon et al. 2001; Womble 1979) . Wilderness visitors in 2000 reported very similar normative standards for resource and social conditions to those reported by visitors in 1978. A 1977 study of encounter norms for boaters on the Rogue River, Oregon, was replicated in 1984 (Shelby, Bregenzer, and Johnson 1988) . No statistically significant difference was found for the number of acceptable river encounters. However, camp encounter norms were found to be significantly higher (or more tolerant) in the latter study. A similar study conducted in three wilderness areas over a longer interval found few clear, consistent trends in tolerance for intergroup contacts (Cole, Watson, and Roggenbuck 1995) . Studies of crowding-related norms at Alcatraz Island, a popular site in Golden Gate National Recreation Area, California, found nearly identical norms in 1998 and Showing a Range of Visitor-Use Levels stability of norms over time; however, these studies cover only a two-to three-year time period (Kim and Shelby 1998; Manning et al. 1999 ). Arguments about whether evolution of norms should be incorporated into park management are divided. The underlying rationale of indicators and standards of quality is that they should be set and maintained for some extended period of time, usually defined as the life of the management plan for which they are formulated. Thus, during this time period, standards of quality probably should not be revised substantially. However, management plans are periodically reformulated to reflect the changing conditions of society. It seems reasonable to reassess park and recreation norms as part of this process and incorporate these findings into long-term planning processes.
Conclusions
This article describes a program of applied research in which theory and methods have been borrowed from the discipline of sociology and adapted and applied to a "real world" issue (balancing the inherent tension between use and protection of parks and protected areas through formulation of standards of quality). The article illustrates the growing body of knowledge about normative standards for resource and social conditions in parks and protected areas and identifies a number of theoretical and methodological issues as norms are applied in this context. This program of research has been useful in guiding park and protected-area management by providing empirical support for the formulation of standards of quality, which suggests the potential usefulness of employing social science in environmental management. Future research should consider the distinction between the notion of social norm as conventionally used in the sociology literature and the more general concept of norm as applied in the parks and outdoor recreation literature. A social norm is a cultural rule that guides behavior and that derives from the core value structure of a society. For instance, the value "politeness" is related to a number of social norms in modern American society: shaking hands in certain situations, holding the door open for someone, and not invading an individual's personal space. 1 Norm, on the other hand, might refer to a social norm, but it can also involve simply what is considered "normal" in some sense. There are industrial norms for products set by organizations such as the International Organization for Standardization (ISO); a familiar example has to do with measuring the speed for color negative film. Norms can also refer to the general level or average value of some phenomenon. For example, a "normal" IQ is said to be 100 plus or minus approximately ten points.
Usage of the term "norm" to refer to how park visitors respond to surveys might at times be most closely related to the definition of a norm having to do with the average value of a phenomenon. Thus, if park visitors on average prefer to see no more than X number of other visitors during a particular span of time, we could say we have a norm in this sense. But, given that preferences do not generally refer to cultural rules, based on values and enforced by sanctions, we could also say that we have simply identified a "shared preference." 2 A more explicitly cultural perspective, of which social norms are a part, could enrich future research on parks and protected areas. For instance, use-level-related preferences could be driven by values such as concerns for the environment as well as by preferences for certain types of recreation experiences. Of interest in this connection are recent verbal protocol analyses, which have explored the thinking of respondents as they answer survey questions about acceptable park-use levels. These analyses suggest that values may play a role in generating the responses. For instance Manning, Lawson, and Morrissey (2005) found that more than a fifth of their sample mentioned resource-sensitive responses, and that these individuals had significantly lower crowding preferences than those who did not mention such responses. Incorporating questions relating to values into future surveys would allow more detailed investigation of links between things such as environmental concern and preferences related to use levels.
Social norms might also be relevant to another situation: when visitors expect management action to regulate or restrict use. If such expectations derive from societal values, such as concerns about the environment, then we might view park managers as being obliged to take action as a result of these values. This obligation would be a social norm, enforced by sanctions such as public protest or legal challenge. But, again, further research is needed to investigate this possibility.
Other aspects of a cultural perspective have recently found their way into research on parks and protected areas, and we encourage researchers to continue to explore these avenues of inquiry. For instance, there has been work on the impact of race and ethnicity on preferences for recreational experiences and on the management of parks and protected areas (Floyd 1999 (Floyd , 2001 Solop, Hagen, and Ostergren 2003) . In addition, differences in preferences between types of visitors (e.g., frontcountry and backcountry) have been noted, and we encourage researchers to consider the possibility that such groups might constitute subcultures worthy of further study. Finally, we feel that cross-cultural research holds great promise for being of sociological interest, in that explicit linkages could be drawn between cultural differences and the use and management of parks and protected areas. Notes 1. The extent to which norms in a conventional sociological sense have been measured in the parks and outdoor recreation literature has been explored. See Noe (1992) and Heywood (1996) for useful summaries of the issues that have been raised.
2. Part of this issue involves the use of Jackson's return potential model as the foundation for most research on norms in the parks and outdoor recreation literature. This model extends beyond the traditional sociological notion of norms, and includes all attempts to regulate behavior (see Jackson 1975: 244) . Setting standards for industrial production is an example of an effort to regulate behavior, but it seems quite far removed from the framework of cultural rules based on values and enforced by sanctions.
